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00:00:00 {TIBETAN} 00:00:10

So first of all, begin by adjusting your motivation and thinking that you are here on this occasion to receive the 
most profound Mahayana teachings with the ultimate aim of reaching the state of enlightenment in order to be 
able to benefit all mother sentient beings. With this thought in your mind, please adjust your motivation for 
listening according to the instructions of all the great lamas of this tradition.

00:00:31 {TIBETAN} 00:01:09

From last week's handout, from the Illumination of the Intention: 

"For that which is posited by conception, its own agent and object are tenable. From among those who 
offer word and meaning commentaries, the [tradition of the] following three—Buddhapalita, Shantideva, 
and the Master, is the unique tradition of the Arya and his spiritual son. It is also the difficult point of the 
final middle-way view."

00:01:50 {TIBETAN} 00:04:32

Let's analyse this paragraph. It says "for that which is posited by conception." According to the position of the 
Middle Way Consequence school, all phenomena lack existence from their own side, they lack even an atom of 
inherent existence. And therefore everything is posited or imputed by conception. So when things are posited to 
exist in this particular way, then all the presentations, presentation of causation, presentation of agents, the cause, 
the result, and so forth, all those things, they make sense, they are tenable. And then it says "from among those 
who offer word and meaning commentaries." So here we're looking at different types of commentaries for the 
Root of Wisdom. Obviously we have word commentaries. A word commentary will pick up each word of the text 
and analyse it. And then we have another class of commentaries that is the meaning commentaries. There are 
many meaning commentaries, Entering the Middle Way is considered a meaning commentary, Buddhapalita's 
middle way view is a meaning commentary to that, 400 Stanzas is a meaning commentary. Also, the ninth chapter
of Shantideva's Engaging the Bodhisattva's Ways of Life is a meaning commentary to that. Master Chandrakirti 
also has written commentary that is considered to be meaning commentary to the Root of Wisdom. So we have 
different masters who have composed word or meaning commentaries. So here, he singles out three, and he says 
we want to look at those three masters, Buddhapalita, Shantideva, and then he mentions someone just by the title 
"master," and this refers to Chandrakirti. So the commentaries that they have composed, which are meaning 
commentaries "is the unique tradition of the Arya." Arya here refers to Arya Nagarjuna and his spiritual son, 
which is Aryadeva. And exactly that unique presentation that we find in those three masters, in these 
commentaries, exactly that thing is the most difficult point of the final Middle Way view.

00:07:07 {TIBETAN} 00:07:34

When it says this is also the difficult point, the most difficult point, what is the most difficult point? The most 
difficult point to say that having established the lack of inherent existence, then from within that lack of inherent 
existence to be able, in addition to that, to say that the presentation of agent and activity and cause and effect and 
so forth, all these presentations are tenable. So to have these two things together is the most difficult position of 
the final middle way vie.

00:08:10 {TIBETAN} 00:08:58

To give you an example, when we posit any phenomenon, like ordinary things, the vase, the pillar and so forth, 
these things appear to us to exist from their own side. And when we look at their functionality, like how is that 
thing in agent, or how is that thing a cause that will bring a result, to us, it appears and we accept that they 
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function as agents and so forth from their own side. So it is very difficult for us to posit that they function without
existing from their own side.

00:09:35 {TIBETAN} 00:10:13

What is happening here with conventional phenomena, when we understand their conventional nature, when we 
recognise their conventional nature, and we posit them as existing conventionally, and we say it conventionally 
functions and so forth, when we are capable of doing this much, we find it impossible to posit their lack of 
inherent existence. If we are capable of recognising their lack of inherent existence, and say they are empty from 
existing from their own side, we find it impossible to explain how they can actually function conventionally. So 
these two things become contradictory for us, like hot and cold, like impossible to coexist or to posit both things 
together at the same time. That's the difficulty that comes.

00:11:10 {TIBETAN} 00:11:28

He said that for as long as you are not able to pause it at the same time – that they are empty of inherent 
existence, and at the same time, for the same objects, to say that the presentation of agents, of cause and result are
tenable, for as long as you're not able to combine these two together, it says for that long you have not yet found 
the final middle way view.

00:11:58 {TIBETAN} 00:12:36

To explain this, we say that if you're not able to reconcile or posit those two things together, you will not find the 
middle way view that is free from the two extremes. Why? Because if you are not able to posit that things are 
lacking inherent existence, then you will end up saying that they exist from their own side, and therefore you end 
up with the view of permanence. If you are not able to posit the presentation of functionality and that they are 
agents and so forth, you say, well if they don't exist inherently they cannot function at all—they don't exist at all, 
and therefore you end up within a nihilistic view. So in this way you have not found the middle way view, 
because you're going to be up forever falling in any of the two extreme views.

00:13:40 {TIBETAN} 00:14:46

It is like this. We might be repeating what we have read in the text and say, “I accept the middle way view. I 
understand that things are lacking inherent existence, I'm going to go with this presentation.” So we might be 
saying these things, however, in our mind we really grasp at inherent existence, because always, everything 
appears to exist inherently. It appears in this way and we grasp at it in this way. So it becomes almost hypocrisy. 
We say one thing, but in reality, deep down, we believe the opposite. But we say, “no, no, no, I follow the middle 
way view. I understand things are lacking inherent existence.” We might be meditating on the lack of inherent 
existence, employing these logical arguments, let's say the seven points of logic that establishes that. But the time
that we spent in that meditation and analysis is very short. Whereas the time during which we have familiarity 
with inherent existence, appearance of inherent existence, grasping at inherent existence, is vast. So the two do 
not compare. On one side we say “yes, I accept lack of inherent existence,” but deep down, with great familiarity,
we keep grasping at this inherent existence. And this is why this point becomes the most difficult point, to say 
that having accepted the lack of inherent existence, in addition to that, or from within that I'm also able to explain
how things function. So the presentation of the law of cause and effect and agents and so forth is all tenable.

00:16:43 {TIBETAN} 00:17:23

It is exactly that issue of familiarity. We have great familiarity with grasping at inherent existence, and we have 
minimal familiarity with refuting inherent existence. And this is why 1) it's very difficult for us to understand the 
middle way view, and 2) even if we understand it and say yes, I get it, things lack inherent existence, it is then 
very difficult to say, having accepted lack of inherent existence, in addition, this presentation of agency and the 
law of cause and effect makes sense. And this is why we had this quotation last week where it said we find it 
awkward for the mind to accept this position. The mind is not comfortable accepting this position.

00:18:24 {TIBETAN} 00:18:47
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It's like this, as we say, we pay great lip service to emptiness. Like we talk about emptiness all the time. We 
explain it, we teach it to others. But what your mouth says and what your mind thinks are different things. 
Because your mind does not understand emptiness, and it even believes that emptiness itself truly exists while 
you are teaching emptiness.

00:19:13 {TIBETAN} 00:19:40

We come to the last quotation from that handout, from Special Insight. 

"My friends who study the profound Madhyamaka texts, 
Although it is hard for you to posit the dependent-arising 
Of cause and effect within the absence of intrinsic existence, 
It is better to take the approach of saying, 

"Such is the Madhyamaka system."

00:20:03 {TIBETAN} 00:21:22

As you can see here, this is advice of Lama Tsongkhapa to, it says, "my friends." We assume it's his disciples, his 
students. So he says, my friends, you are studying the profound Madhyamaka texts, and what is happening is that 
you find it hard to posit dependent arising of cause and effect within the absence of intrinsic existence. So he is 
addressing his disciples and says basically this is a common problem. Just as we have this problem, they had the 
same problem. And he says, you managed to establish the absence of intrinsic existence. So you managed to 
understand, lack of inherent existence. But then within that you have to posit dependent arising of cause and 
effect. You have to be able to say that this presentation of agent and actions makes sense. And that is something 
which is very difficult to do. Why is it difficult to do? Due to the great familiarity that we have with grasping at 
inherent existence. So he says, when you come to this difficulty, it is better to take the approach of saying "such is
the Madhyamaka system." So although it is difficult, you have to insist, you have to persevere, you have to keep 
repeating to yourself, “this is the presentation of this system. I come to negate the two extremes. This is how I 
understand emptiness. But I don't stop there. I have to take it one step further, and be able to posit something that 
exists, something that functions from within or beyond that negation. And say that's what the Madhyamaka 
system is about.” So you have to insist, repeat this to yourself.

00:23:24 {TIBETAN} 00:23:34

So we finished with that handout.

00:23:37 {TIBETAN} 00:23:55

We are going to go to our commentary, and then we're going to go to the new handout that relates to the new 
verse.

00:24:03 {TIBETAN} 00:24:27

We did those three verses 57, 58, 59, where we're refuting that the teeth or the flesh or the skin are not the self 
and so forth. So immediately after those verses it says refuting parts of the aggregates as example of the "I." The 
teeth and the nails are not the self, the bones or blood are not the self, and so forth.

00:24:51 {TIBETAN} 00:25:40

After verse 59, go down three paragraphs. 

"What is shown here is synonymous with the refutation of the six spheres as the person in the Garland of
the Middle Way. 'The holes are not the self' refutes this sphere of space as the person," and so forth.

00:26:00 {TIBETAN} 00:27:20

He begins by saying "what is shown here." What is shown here by master Shantideva, by those three verses, is 
that the person is none of these elements. Is not the teeth, is not the hair, is not the nails, and so forth. And as we 
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say, as he's refuting all these, also he's refuting that the self is any of the four main elements as well as 
consciousness. What is shown here, with these verses by master Shantideva is synonymous with the refutation of 
the six spheres of the person in the Garland of the Middle Way. In the Garland of the Middle Way it is phrased 
slightly different, where it says the person is not the earth, is not the water is not the fire, is not the the wind, is 
not space, is not consciousness. Where is a person other than this? Indicating you will not find a person who is 
completely separate or other than those aggregates. So he says what do you find in these two texts is 
synonymous.

00:28:28 {TIBETAN} 00:30:29

In that particular section of the Garland of the Middle Way we have two verses. The first verse is the verse that is 
teaching the selflessness of the person, where it says the person is not the earth, is not the water, is not the fire, is 
not the wind, is not consciousness, is not space. And then it says where is a person other than those? Obviously 
it's talking about the lack of inherent existence of the person, the selflessness of the person. So it says you would 
not be able to find a person that is completely other, meaning completely unrelated from the aggregates. So then 
how does the person exist? The person exists as something that is imputed upon the collection of the aggregates. 
So this is what is taught in the first verse. 

A person is not earth, not water,
Not fire, not wind, not space,
Not consciousness, and not all of them.
What person is there other than these? [1.80]

And then this is followed by a second verse that now is dealing with the basis of imputation. 

Just as a person is not real
Due to being a composite of six constituents,
So each of the constituents also 
Is not real due to being a composite. [1.81]

So he says similarly, all these elements also, if you search for them, you will not find them, because they do not 
exist. So here in the second verse, he's teaching the selflessness of phenomena, the selflessness of the aggregates. 
So it says just as the person does not exist from its own side, but it is merely imputed upon the aggregates, 
similarly, if you take each one of those elements, or each one of those aggregates, and you analyse it, you will 
find that you could not find any aggregate that exists from its own side. It does not ultimately exist from its own 
side. So either the aggregates, also, are merely imputed. Either you look at one part of the aggregates, or you look
at the collection of the part of each aggregate, you will not find it existing there. So just as the person is imputed, 
the aggregates are also imputed. So it's teaching selflessness of phenomenon in the second one.

00:32:45 {TIBETAN} 00:33:46

Then following that, we have another verse, again from the Garland, where it says form does not exist from its 
own side, is merely [imputed] by name. Space also exists merely by name. Since the elements do not exist, how 
could the form exist? Therefore, even merely by name does not exist. So this is teaching a selflessness of 
phenomena.

Because the phenomena of forms
Are only names, space too is only a name. 
Without the elements how could form exist?
Therefore, even name-only does not exist. [1.99]

00:34:23 {TIBETAN} 00:34:52
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The first two lines. The first line, the nature of form that is obstructing, it has obstruction, is merely by name. And
then the second line talks about space, and now the nature of space is the lack of obstruction. That is also merely 
by name.

00:35:40 {TIBETAN} 00:35:45

So this idea that is merely by name, it means if you search for it, you will not find it.

00:35:51 {TIBETAN} 00:36:02

The first two lines tell you how those things exist, merely imputed by name. And therefore if you look for them, 
you will not find them.

00:36:12 {TIBETAN} 00:36:38

The next line says the elements do not exist. So the elements here refers to the elements of earth, water, fire, wind
and space and so forth. When it says they don't exist, it means they don't inherently exist. So these elements do 
not inherently exist. And then the line that follows after that is how could the form exist? Because form here is 
something which is derived from the elements. If the elements themselves do not inherently exist, that which is 
derived, created or comes out of the elements, how could that exist inherently?

00:37:16 {TIBETAN} 00:37:49

The last line says, name-only, even that doesn't exist. Here it is said that all compounded and all uncompounded 
phenomena do not exist inherently. Therefore, they exist merely imputed by name. But then in the last line it says
the that which possesses the name or that which is labelled by the name does not exist inherently. But then it says 
even that name, even that label does not exist inherently. Those verses from the Middle Way Garland are very 
important, very potent, very powerful. Also, His Holiness, when he's teaching, he often says that when he 
meditates on emptiness, these are the two verses that he recites. So the verse that says the person is not the earth, 
is not the water, is not the fire is not the wind, is not consciousness. Where is a person other than this? Which, as 
we say, this is the first verse that is teaching the lack of inherent existence of the person, selflessness of the 
person. And then the next verse after that where it says even the elements themselves are imputed. The elements, 
each one of them, their collection and so forth. This is the second verse that teaches the lack of inherent existence
of phenomena. He says, these two verses I find very powerful. So that's why, Geshe la was saying, we went into 
the explanation.

00:40:16 {TIBETAN} 00:40:38

It's very important, at the very end, to negate even the inherent existence of the label, of the name, because we 
keep saying that our position is that phenomena exists merely labelled, imputed just by name, and then to the 
system who has this position, this label, this name becomes very important. So at the end you have to say, even 
that label, even that name does not inherently exist. So everything has to be negated. Everything. Absolutely 
everything lacks this inherent existence. Then it continues in the commentary where it says “the holes are not the 
self.” This is found in this in the third line of verse 59. It says this one refutes this sphere of space as the person. 
So the holes here refers to cavities, cavities within the body. So we are refuting everything, the skin, the bones, 
the teeth, and so forth. And also the cavities within the body. These things are not the self. And the holes, those 
cavities, they represent the element of space.

00:42:34 {TIBETAN} 00:43:00

It continues, then, so drawing into conclusion, it is also unsuitable to hold any of the collection of the aggregates 
or its continuum, its parts or divisions or something that is of a different entity from the aggregates to be an 
example of the person, even nominally. When it says even nominally, it means conventionally. Of course it's not 
that, but even nominally, even conventionally, it is not that. So basically it says it is not that. Those things, it is 
unsuitable to hold any of those things to be of a different entity from the aggregates. To be an example of the 
person.
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00:43:51 {TIBETAN} 00:44:25

Here we have the negation of the position that the self and the aggregates are inherently one. And this is the 
position of most of the schools, from the Middle Way Autonomy. So the Middle Way Autonomy, Mind-only, 
Sutra school, Great Exposition school, everybody, the majority of the schools actually have this position, and it is 
negated here.

00:45:48 {TIBETAN} 00:45:49

And then it continues, and says and also anything of different entity from them cannot be posited as the person. 
So "them" is the aggregates. Something which is a nature, meaning completely different, meaning completely 
unrelated from the aggregates cannot be posited as the person. The person has to be related to the aggregates. 
This actually is negating the position of non-Buddhist schools that believe there is self that is something which is 
totally other than the aggregates. So the position that they are inherently different, inherently distinct is negated 
here. He says we have to stay away from these two positions. Why? Because the person is established as being 
merely labelled in dependence on this. So it's not one with the aggregates, it's not completely different from the 
aggregates. Why? Because the person is something which is established by being labelled, imputed upon the 
aggregates.

00:47:02 {TIBETAN} 00:47:18

We're giving out a handout today, and you will see that we have the refutation of these two positions. The first 
one is the position that the self and the aggregates are inherently one. And the other one is the position that the 
self and the aggregates are inherently different. So we're going to elaborate on this last paragraph of the 
commentary through the handout. But we will read a bit more in the commentary because there is an argument 
and an answer. With this last paragraph, we have said that we're going to negate the idea that the person is 
inherently one with the aggregates. And also we negate the idea that it is inherently different from the aggregates.
So someone comes up with the question, and it says it's not the same, it's not different, so how do you posit it? It's
impossible to posit the person. So argument: But then there is nothing that can be posited as the person if you 
negate both positions. So our answer: Are you not satisfied with their analysis of "Devadatta and Yajjadatta." If 
you cannot pronounce those names, just substitute the names with something. I don't know. "Tashi" and "Jackie," 
names that you can say. When he says, are you not satisfied with this? It indicates that you should be satisfied. 
We have gone through this analysis that actually explains how the person called "Tashi," or the person called 
"Jacki," or whatever, exists nominally, exists conventionally. So you should be satisfied with this analysis. If 
you're not satisfied with this, what will happen? One will fall into the extremes of nihilism or eternalism. If one 
posits an inherently existing person as the object labelled when saying "person," understand that not even one 
atom of such a self exists. If you posit an inherently established person which is labelled by that name, the name 
of that person, you're going to fall into either one of the two extremes, and therefore, it says, you must understand
that such a thing does not exist at all, not even an atom. So now we will go into the handout.

00:51:53 {TIBETAN} 00:53:11

What he's actually saying here is that basically there are these two positions. There are quite a few of the 
Buddhist schools, the lower schools that have this tenant, or the established position that you can find the person 
within one of the aggregates. There's variation about which aggregate it is, but there is this position within the 
lower Buddhist schools. Then we have the position of the non-Buddhist schools that say that you have a self that 
is completely unrelated, completely different from the aggregates. These positions actually are quite prevalent. 
There are quite a lot out there. And what he's saying in that paragraph where it says, “aren't you satisfied with the 
analysis?” Basically it is a criticism that says you have posited a self this way or that way without actually 
analysing. Because if you analysed you wouldn't be able to find it. You wouldn't be able to find that self that 
exists from its own side, either within the aggregates or completely separate from the aggregates. So basically 
you didn't do an analysis, but somehow you think you have found and you have posited this self.

00:54:38 {TIBETAN} 00:55:13
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Because if you accept the self to exist in this way you will end up with the two extremes, it is important for us to 
refute both of those positions. So go now into the outlines of the handout. The first one is to refute the idea that 
the self and the aggregates are inherently established as one. If the self and the aggregates were inherently 
established as one, we would state three harming refutations. The first one, expounding self would be 
meaningless. The second one, the self would become many. And the third one, it would come to have production 
and destruction.

00:55:54 {TIBETAN} 00:56:36

If you actually believe that the self and the aggregates are inherently established, there are going to be three 
harming positions. The first position is that expounding self would be meaningless. Why would it be 
meaningless? Because basically they would be inherently one, and you want to have two different things. You 
would not be able to talk about the aggregates and the self. That would just be one. So you wouldn't be able to 
talk about the self. The self would not have a separate meaning. In the text, when this is the discussed, they give a
different example. It is the example of the "moon" and the "rabbit possessor." "Rabbit possessor" is another name 
for the moon, it is not different from the moon, but the moon, the word "moon," and "rabbit possessor," actually 
they refer to the same thing. One and the same thing. They're not two different things. It says then, In this case, 
the self and the aggregates would become just synonyms, but in reality they would just be one thing. One 
inseparable thing.

00:57:54 {TIBETAN} 00:58:09

If you look at the first quotation, it is from the 27th chapter of the Root of Wisdom. 

"When it is held that there is no self 
Apart from the appropriated, 
If the appropriated is itself the self, 
Your self does not exist [27.5]."

00:58:18 {TIBETAN} 01:00:37

You can see here it talks about the self and the appropriated. The appropriated refers to the aggregates. The 
appropriated aggregates. So the self in our presentation, in our system, the self is different from the aggregates 
because the self is the one who is appropriating the aggregates, and the aggregates are appropriated by the self. 
They are two different things. But for others they are not different. So it says when it is held, when it is held as a 
position, by whom? Not by us, by others... that there is no self apart from the appropriated, meaning that there is 
no difference between the self and the appropriated aggregates. When you believe this, when this is what you are 
holding as your belief, then if the appropriated is itself the self, meaning if the aggregates are the self, then your 
self, meaning the self that you accept in your system, does not exist. Does not exist because they have become 
mere synonyms—the appropriated and the appropriator are just mere synonyms.

01:01:53 {TIBETAN} 01:02:07

Then the next quotation is from Entering the Middle Way, and again it indicates the fault that will follow from 
this position. 

"But if the self were equal to the aggregates, 
It must, since these are many, be a multiplicity." [6.127] 

It says if the self were equal to the aggregates. There is one self, and there are many aggregates. It says if they 
were equal, then since they are many, since the aggregates are many, then the self also should be a multiplicity. 
You couldn't have one self. If you have five aggregates, and you say this is the same as the self, it could not be 
one self. It would have to be five selves. It would have to be multiples. Or if you go the other way, if the self is 
only one, the aggregates could not be many. If they were inherently the same, if the self is one, the aggregates 
would have to be one as well. Same numbers. It would have to be matching numbers.
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01:04:04 {TIBETAN} 01:04:13

So that addresses the second of our harming reputation. "B" if you look at the bold letters, which is the outlines, 
the self would become many. If self and aggregates were inherently one, the self would become many. The third 
sticky point is that it would come to have production and destruction. So if the self were inherently one with the 
aggregates, because the aggregates have momentary production and disintegration, the self also would have to 
have inherent momentary production and disintegration.

01:05:17 {TIBETAN} 01:05:28

We have a quotation for that from the Root of Wisdom, the 18th chapter. 

"If the self were the aggregates, 
It would arise and cease." [18.1a].

01:05:34 {TIBETAN} 01:06:00

It says here if the self were the aggregates, so if the self were inherently one with the aggregates, then it would 
momentarily arise and cease just as the aggregates momentarily arise and cease.

01:06:17 {TIBETAN} 01:06:36

There is this position here that if they were inherently one, the self would also have to follow the same pattern of 
production and disintegration of the aggregates. But when we say it would momentarily arise and cease, it would 
have to inherently momentarily arise and cease. We will elaborate on that further.

01:07:25 {TIBETAN} 01:07:26

If you accept this position, there are actually three fallacies that would follow. The first one is that you would end
up having no memory. The second one is that a karma that you have created would go to waste. There would be 
no one to experience it. And the third one is that you would meet with karma that you didn't create. We will 
explain this later.

01:07:53 {TIBETAN} 01:08:07

We look at the next quotation, again it is *Root of Wisdom but it is a different chapter. It is chapter 27, and it says
that 

"The appropriated is not the self,
For it arises and disintegrates" [27.6a] 

So it has similar meaning with what is quoted on chapter 18.

01:08:26 {TIBETAN} 01:09:24

We're looking at this quotation from chapter 27. It says the are appropriated is not the self. So the appropriated is 
the aggregates. The aggregates are not the self. So we are pushing this position that the aggregates are not 
inherently one with the self, because if they were, the unwanted consequence that would follow from that is it 
would arise and disintegrate. So it shouldn't say "for it arises," [I think] it should say "for it would arise and 
disintegrate." The self would come to have this property of inherently momentarily arising, and inherently 
momentarily disintegrating. This is an unwanted consequence.

01:10:18 {TIBETAN} 01:10:30

Therefore, for that reason, we conclude that it is not acceptable, it doesn't make sense to say that the self and the 
aggregates are inherently one.

01:12:00 {TIBETAN} 01:12:01

We say that if we accept that the self and the aggregates are inherently one we would end up with the unwanted 
consequence that the self would arise and disintegrate momentarily. But the position is that it would inherently do
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this. Otherwise, in general, of course we say that the aggregates momentarily arise and momentarily disintegrate. 
We notice this thing with the aggregates, the aggregates might go through a phase of increase or well-being, and 
then they might go through a phase of decline. It happens all the time. There is momentary production and 
disintegration. And just as it happens for the aggregates, it happens for the self. We have momentary production, 
momentary disintegration, and usually they come in sync. So, for example, when your aggregates are in decline, 
you say I am ill, my body is ill, my body is aching. You would say I am ill, I am aching. So we sync those two 
things. We synchronise. But what is the unwanted consequence? The unwanted consequence comes when you say
that the self is inherently one with the aggregates. A lot of schools have this position. They say, I looked for the 
self, and I found the self within the aggregates, and I can point my finger and I say it is mental consciousness, or 
is the consciousness that is the foundation of all. So when you posit the self to exist within the aggregates, then 
whatever momentary increase or decrease, the duration it experiences is going to experience that inherently. So it 
inherently momentarily increases, and it inherently momentarily decreases. And that is a fault. It's an unwanted 
consequence.

01:14:18 {TIBETAN} 01:14:57

So the problem begins because you posit the self to exist from its own side, to exist inherently, from within the 
aggregates. And when you posited from the beginning to exist in this way, whatever generation or disintegration 
it experiences, it has to experience it from its own side, meaning independently. And when that happens, as we 
say, the first thing that we're going to have difficulty with is to remember or link/connect your previous rebirth 
with your next rebirth. You will not be able to say “in the past I was such and such being, I took such and such 
birth,” because that self would be established from its own side, and that would make it unrelated with the latter 
self, which again would exist from its own side, and it would be unrelated to the previous self of the previous 
rebirth.

01:16:04 {TIBETAN} 01:16:42

So the texts specifically say you will not be able to have recollection of past rebirths or connect the series of 
rebirths, but actually we don't need to go that far when you can just look at it in this life. Basically you would 
have no memory, you would have no recollection, because the self of five minutes ago would be a self that exists 
from its own side. If it exists from its own side, it does not depend, it does not rely, and it does not relate to 
anything else. It is a totally isolated self. And then the self that would exist five minutes later would be a new. 
Even a moment later, not even five minutes later. The next moment's self would be totally unrelated to the 
previous self. So they would not belong to the same continuum, and therefore you could not have the memory of 
what your self did a moment ago.

01:17:43 {TIBETAN} 01:18:00

The self of the previous moment, and the self of the next moment would become totally unrelated. Totally 
unrelated means it would become different entities. The same way that you have two different persons. One is 
"Tashi," and the other one is "Döndrup". So Tashi has no idea what Döndrup is experiencing. Cannot have 
memory of the experience of Döndrup because they are different.

01:18:31 {TIBETAN} 01:19:01

The second fault would be that karma that is created would go to waste, because there would be no one to 
experience it. So the self of the previous moment, that exists from its own side, and is totally unrelated to the self 
of the next moment, that self that exists from its own created some karma. But then since the self of the next 
moment is not related to that previous, why would the next one have to experience the karma of the other one? So
someone would create the karma, and there would be no one to experience it.

01:19:39 {TIBETAN} 01:20:03

The creator of karma, which is the previous self, he actually diminishes. He is destroyed. He passes away before 
the time for the experience of the karma arrives. So he creates a karma, he finishes, he expires. And then we have 
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another self, but it's unrelated to that, but it's not other from the aggregates, but it's unrelated to the earlier self. So
there's no one to experience that karma. 

We come to the third fault, and as you can see there, it's like similar logic, how these consequences would follow. 
The third fault is that someone would come to experience karma that they themselves have not created. The 
previous self created the karma, but karma does not go to waste. So the self of the next moment would come to 
experience it. And then we say, so the one who experiences the karma is not the one who created it? Because the 
previous one is finished, is destroyed after that moment. And then you have someone who comes later on and 
they have to experience the results of the previous person's karma.

01:22:18 {TIBETAN} 01:22:52

So you can see this is an unwanted consequences, not something that we're willing to accept. And how unfair. 
You have two instances of self that are established from their own side. They are unrelated. The one is the 
previous one. The one that comes first, engages in all these activities, creates the karma. But before karma comes 
to become an inexperience, before it is experienced, that previous self dies, and then you are left with the next 
self who hasn't done anything, but this one has to experience the results of the previous. So you end up 
experiencing karma that you have not created. So definitely an unwanted consequence.

01:23:40 {TIBETAN} 01:23:55

There is the verse that says “someone else accumulates it, and someone else has to experience it.” So Tashi does 
whatever Tashi does, and Döndrup is left to experience the consequences.

01:24:08 {TIBETAN} 01:24:18

It's in the Entering the Middle Way. “Accumulated by someone else, and another has to experience it.”

01:24:27 {TIBETAN} 01:24:38

We're getting a little bit late to refute the position that the self and the aggregates are inherently different.

01:24:47 {TIBETAN} 01:24:48

But in brief [laughter].

01:25:05 {TIBETAN} 01:25:06

Just the first position that we negate, that they are inherently one, is a position that we find within Buddhist 
groups. So from the Middle Way Autonomy school and below, that is a position that is held. As for the second 
thing that we are refuting, that the self and the aggregates are inherently different, this is a non-Buddhist position.
Not Buddhists, others.

01:25:32 {TIBETAN} 01:25:40

From the 18th chapter of the Root of Wisdom, 

“If it were different from the aggregates, 
It would have none of their characteristics." [18.1b] 

If it were different from the aggregates. The "it" refers to the self. If the self were inherently different from the 
aggregates, what would happen? It, the self, would have none of their characteristics. So it would not have the 
characteristics of production, abidance, and disintegration that the aggregates have.

01:26:38 {TIBETAN} 01:26:48

They would become completely different in the same way that the horse and the ox are totally different. They 
don't have the same characteristics.

01:26:56 {TIBETAN} 01:27:41
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If they end up being completely different, then the self would not have the characteristics of the aggregates. The 
main characteristic of the aggregates that we want to look at here is momentary production, and momentary 
degeneration. So if the self was inherently different, it wouldn't have any of these characteristics of 
momentariness, meaning that the self would end up being something permanent.

01:28:11 {TIBETAN} 01:28:38

And also they, if they were inherently different, we would not be able to say "I am in pain" when one of our 
aggregates is in pain. Also, we would not be able to use the expression or have the concept of "my aggregates," 
like, I am the one who is possessing the aggregates. We would be completely different, no connection 
whatsoever. We would not be positing this possession, this relationship of possession. So completely different. 
And also, when the aggregates are doing well or when the aggregates are declining, we wouldn't be able to posit 
that the self is also doing well or declining. They would be unrelated.

01:29:30 {TIBETAN} 01:29:33

We stop here for tonight.
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